We discuss the hypothesis that acquisition of knowledge is a deeply rooted psychological need. But so is the desire for fast decisions and for minimizing cognitive efforts.
I. INTRODUCTION
Biologists and psychologists have suggested, at least since the ] 950s [1, 2, 3] , that humans and higher animals possess an innate drive for learning.
Its primary or secondary role in an organism was not clear. Analyzing mathematical models of learning, Perlovsky [4] noted that all such models use some mathematical mechanism of this drive. Perception, cognition, and an ability to satisfy any instinctual need would not be possible without a primary innate drive for learning. In all mathematical models this drive directs the organism to increase a measure of the correspondence between sensor signals and internal brain mind representations of the surrounding world.
Correspondingly, he called this measure of the correspondence knowledge, and suggested that this drive to increase knowledge is innate and primary. The Grossberg
Levine theory of drives and emotions [5] implies that this inborn instinct includes mechanisms of sensor-like organs and neural circuitry, which measure the correspondence knowledge and indicate to an organism satisfaction or dissatisfaction of this need; and this satisfaction or dissatisfaction is perceived emotionally-hedonically.
Indeed, pleasure is deeply rooted into physiology [6, 7, 8] and is a fundamental mechanism of decision making [9] . 978-1-4244-8126-2/101$26.00 ©2010 IEEE -the answering chart "P.2 Curiosity" bore ten 140 mm-Iong horizontal lines to rate, with a pencil mark, the intensity of experienced curiosity when reading the ten items that would be found on curiosity list. In the middle of each line a zero 
III. RESULTS
A first-look at the results is contained in the correlation matrix that is shown in Table  1 gives a sufficient statistical characterization of the data. The correlation coefficient of 0.61 between "curiosity" and "pleasure" is equivalent to 0.37% of variance of each of these variables being explained by the other one.
IV. DISCUSSION
Bartoshuk, et al. [16] recently warned that mistakes are made frequently when drawing conclusions from cross modality ratings of intensity as well as of hedonicity [17] ; this mistake is avoided in the present study since participants were not compared to one another, but rather all correlations were within-participant computations. This method gives further strength to the conclusion that pleasure is closely correlated to curiosity, both as a motivation and as a reward.
The present study thus confirms the evidence that hedonicity takes place as a common currency not only among biological and mental motivations [11] , but, because mental pleasure has been hypothesized to be different from sensory pleasure [17] , as well in purely mental conflicts of motivations [18] and in decision making [14] . A new aspect of mental experience, curiosity, may thus be added as a new correlate with pleasure. Such a result would confirm that satisfying curiosity is rewarding [19] . [20] .
Animals may have some type of 'need' for sensory change which can be satisfied mainly by intrinsic exploration [21] .
Indeed epistemic curiosity activates reward circuitry and enhances memory [22] . Another correlation of the present results with animal behavior may be recognized from the fact that while open air exploration arouses more fear than a sheltered alley, that fear diminishes with repeated exposure [23] ; such a result would parallel our present finding that reading already known pieces of information aroused little hedonicity.
The fact that improving knowledge is a zoologically ancient mechanism [24] , primarily based upon hedonicity and thus universal among humans, might be reflected in the absence of any significant correlation found here (Table I] 
